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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Action is in regards to the Amendment and Response received on 08 September 
2005. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the. time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the iiivention was made. 

3. Claims 1-6, 10-13 and 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rao et al. (Rao), U.S. Patent No. 6,674,756 in view of Keats et al. (Keats), U.S. Patent No. 
6,738,828. . 

4. Regarding claims 1, 2, 10, 17, and 18, Rao discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed. Rao discloses a method and apparatus for translating control messages comprising: 
intercepting an input message intended for a router [see Rao, Col. 8, line 66 - column 9, line 11], 
said router partitioned into a plurality of logical router partitions, said input command message 
expressed in terms of a logical router partition [see Rao, Col. 9, lines 12-23, Col. 19, line 62-CoL 
20, line 3]; translating the logical router partition or target identifier expressed in said input 
command message into a physical router expression or target identifier [see Rao, Col. 15, lines 
32-41]; and propagating said input command message including any translated expressions, 
toward said router [see Rao, Col. 9, lines 44-59, column 20 lines 1 1-15]. However, Rao does not 
explicitly specifically enumerate intercepting an input command message, nor TLI messages. 
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5. In the same field of endeavor, Keats discloses intercepting a.TLI command message [see 
Keats, Col. 4, lines 18-22]. Keats teaches a network system with multiple network elements, and 
Rao teaches a particular network element, that is a physical network switch. Furthermore, Rao 
provides motivation to combine by stating that there is a need for a network switch capable of 
providing fault-tolerant and efficient services that will accommodate the increase in the number 
and the variety of network traffic. Thus, since Keats does provide for a network element, 
(network switch) that is equipped with either or both requesting and reporting functionality. This 
is evidence of the motivation to combine the two references. 

6. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention for the network element of Rao to be one of the network elements of the 
system of Keats, as Keats enumerates multiples network elements said network elements 
performing such functions as adding, dropping and multiplexing fi-ames [see Keats, Col. 1, lines 
13-26]. 

7. Regarding claims 3, 1 1 and 19, Rao-Keats discloses indexing a logical target identifier 
with an input correlation tag of said input command message, [see Keats, Col. 6, lines 59-Col. 7, 
line 2 wherein correlation tags are described, Rao Col. 14, lines 41-55, Col. 15, lines 6-24, 
wherein indexing of parameters of the message are described, including a logical target 
identifier]. 

8. Regarding claims 4, 5, 12 and 20, Rao-Keats discloses intercepting a return message from 
the router, said return message expressed in physical router terms; translating said physical router 
expression or target identifier to said return message into a logical router partition or target 
identifier and propagating said translated retum message towai^d said network manager [see 
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Keats, Col. 8, lines 25-58, wherein a return TLI messages is propagated back to the network 
manager], 

9. Regarding claims 6 and 13, Rao-Keats discloses determining said logical target identifier 
from a return correlation tag of said retum message and an index, wherein an input and the return 
correlation tags are equivalent [see Keats, Col. 6, lines 59 - Col. 7, line 5, wherein Keats teaches 
that the input and response correlation tags are "matched up"]. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

10. Claims 7-9 and 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rao 
and Keats as applied to claims 1 and 10 above, and further in view of Doolan, U.S. Patent No. 
5,764,955. 

11. * Regarding claims 7 and 14, Rao-Keats discloses the invention substantially as claimed. 
Rao-Keats does not explicitly enumerate the retum message, comprises at least one of a 
command response message and an acknowledgment message. 

12. In the same field of endeavor, Doolan discloses response and acknowledgement messages 
[see Doolan, Col. 5, lines 36 - Col. 6, lines 36]. 

13. Accordingly, it would have been obvious for the retum message to be a response or 
acknowledgement message, as Rao-Keats already discloses TLI messages, and such messages 
are known as. TLI messages. 

14. Regarding claims 8 and 15, Rao-Keats discloses translation of physical to logical 
identifiers, and propagating said translated message to the router (as noted in claims 1 and 10 
above). Rao-Keats does not explicitly enumerate intercepting an autonomous TLI message from 
one of the network elements. Doolan discloses autonomous TLI messages [see Doolan, Col. 6, 
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lines 23-36]. It would have been obvious for the intercepted message to be any of the known 
types of TLI messages, including an autonomous message as Rao-K^eats already discloses TLI 
message communication. 

1 5. Regarding claims 9 and 16, Rao-Keats and Doolan discloses the autonomous message 
comprises and alarm message [see Doolan, Col. 6, lines 23-36]. 

Response to Arguments 

16. Applicant's arguments filed on 24 August 2005 have been carefully considered but they 
are not deemed fully persuasive. However, because there exists the likelihood of fiiture 
presentation of this argument, the Examiner thinks that it is prudent to address applicants' main 
points of contention. Applicant's arguments include: 

A. Applicant argues that neither of the references teaches or suggest translating and 
propagating the message having the translated expression to the router. 
. B. Applicant argues that there is no motivation to combine Rao-Keats. 

1 7. As to Point A, it is the position of the Examiner that this feature is taught within Rao- 
Keats and Doolan [see Rao, Col. 10, lines 19-26], where it is taught that when a packet arrives in 
to the system the GFI software translates the packet into a generic format using the GFI utilities, 
and then is transmitted to a physical port. Furthermore, Rao does disclose propagation [see Rao, 
Col. 29, lines 27-30]. 

18. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, 
the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
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generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See /« re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and/« re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, Keats teaches a network system with multiple network elements, and Rao 
teaches a particular network element, that is a physical network switch. Furthermore, Rao 
provides motivation to combine by stating that there is a need for a network switch capable of 
providing fault-tolerant and efficient services that will accommodate the increase in the number 
and the variety of network traffic. Thus, since Keats does provide for a network element. 

Response to Arguments 
19. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL, Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 , 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier conununications fi-om the 
examiner should be directed to William C. Vaughn, Jr. whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3922. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-6:00, 1st and 2nd Friday Off 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571) 272-3923. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this appHcation or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an appHcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (talS^)^^^^ 
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